changes these two key concepts underwent at the 18 th century and investigate how these European concept were adapted and used in the Russian political language.
I.
The contemporary political concept of constitution, with fundamental law as its legal synonym, is a fairly recent development 6 . Three hundred years ago, the term had a legal, financial, religious, medical, physical or astronomical meaningbut not the political one. 17 th and 18 th century dictionaries give evidence that the term was primarily understood as that of medicine or justice 7 . The Latin noun constitutio, stemming as it did from the verb constituo (place, put or establish), was associate it primarily with Clement XI's Unigenitus bull, which split the French society into supporters and opponents of Jansenism, and gave rise to the names of "constitutionalists" (constitutionnaires) and "anti-constitutionalists" (anticonstitutionnaires), referring respectively to the opponents and proponents of the bull 8 .
According to Gerald Stourzh, «the term "constitution" was apparently rather a latecomer in early modern political discourse» 9 . It is due to its medical, rather than legal, connotations that it entered the political lexicon. In the 17 th century, Rossii»: K istoricheskoi semantike imperskogo perioda. V 2-kh tomakh / Nauch. red.: A. I. Miller, D. Sdvizhkov, I. Shirle. T. 1. Moscow, Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2012. Pp. 94-150. 6 Most contemporary dictionaries explain constitution as «the basic law of a state, defining the foundations of its social and state structure, the administrative system, and the rights and duties of a citizen». See Tolkovyi slovar' russkogo iazyka S.I. Ozhegova i N.Iu. Shvedovoi. Moscow, 1993. 7 The first edition of the Dictionary of the French Academy talks of the constitution as a certain establishment (establissement), most likely financial, which is adopted by a certain piece of legislation (e.g. rent or pension). The dictionary provides the following as an example of usage: «Il a pour cent mille livres de constitutions». Then constitution is discusses as a law, ordinance or rule (again in the plural): «Cette République était gouvernée par de bonnes Constitutions». Next, the medical meaning (complexion) is given: «Bonne, forte constitution. Il est de bonne constitution, de mauvaise constitution», and the list is brought to an end by a reference to the philosophers who metaphorically apply the term to the structure of the world (constitution du monde Bolingbroke's definition is quite remarkable in its focus on what the idea of state implied for an 18th-century man. Firstly, it was indivisible from that of society, which in turn was understood as a political association of citizens who had property and were endowed with a number of rights. In that sense, civil society (societas, societas civilis, populus) was the equivalent of state as a political entity (civitas, res publica). Secondly, the governance of this association of citizen was not seen as entrusted to a separate external institution, but rather as an internal organization of the society wherein the governed consented to obey the rulers out of the principle of common weal. Thus, until the end of the 18 th century, both politeia and constitutions were seen as a public legal structure of civil society in its 10 E.g., Louis le Roy in his translation provides a commentary which thus explains the meaning of Aristotle's politeia: «La police est l'ordre de la cité ès magistrats, mesmement au souverain de tous : consistant toute la république en son gouvernement».
(Les Politiques d'Aristote. P., 1576, P. 164-165. estates big or small <…> The structure of the concept was defined by the close inextricable unity of the society and the authorities. The authority was always based on the power over the "house" -be it the grand "houses" (i.e. dynasties or families), or the households of the landowners who, in the political sense, formed the community of the land <…> The privilege (as a priority right) was the central category of this society and defined the political and legal status of an individual within it, as well as their belonging to any of the 'estates' or 'possessions' this society was composed of 13 .
However, the political order described above, implying as it did the contract as a foundation of both private and public relations within the society, in the works of European political theorists was often opposed to Oriental despotic regimes which knew no civil society or contractual relations. Thus constitution was possible only where the subjects had property and enjoyed some authority, and
were not themselves property of a despot. more priority to the Nation in constitution-building, since it was the constitution that created the government, and not vice versa. hearken to the will of the Nation in drafting and executing specific legislation -but it is not fully binding on the Nation itself, who is free to change its constitution. fundamental law, demanding that the latter should enshrine the principles of civil rights and liberties of the Nation, and the legal guarantees thereof. However, this radical view, arising at the end of the century, was far from universal, and the "pamphlet war" around various understandings of this concept was still to continue for many years.
II.
Original works of 18 th century Russian authors who used the terms constitution and fundamental laws lay mostly in the domain of political discourse of the elites. The most active use of the concepts falls onto the second half of the 18 th century, which proves that it was the period of their most conscious and successful adaptation. she spoke to the Commission for the Liberties of the Nobility that the status of the nobility "is retained with the liberty received". She even agreed to endorse whatever the "esteemed assembly would devise to improve the freedom of the nobility in Russia", upon the condition that the "autocratic power in the Russian state, which the empire had been ruled by since days immemorial, is preserved in full force".
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In 1762, Catherine herself resorted to the rhetoric of denouncing autocracy and called for the full compliance with hard law by the monarch in her manifesto of July 6, 1762, which was to explain to her subjects the reasons for deposing her husband. 34 The author of the manifesto accuses Pyotr Fedorovich (Peter III) of 31 PSZ. Sobranie 1. Vol.15. St. Petersburg, 1830. P. 914, № 11.444 (18 February 1762:On Granting the Freedoms and Liberties to Russian Nobility). In the original draft of Section 3, Chapter 22 of the Ulozhenie there is a phrase appearing in a black box. It reads that the freedom of the nobility will be an inviolable law for the monarch and that «neither Our successors after Our reign will do anything to abolish this, since preserving it will be an unassailable foundation of the autocratic throne of All Russia» (RGADA F. having transgressed the country's traditions, assaulted Orthodox religion, and "defied laws both natural and civic". In this way, he was no longer an sovereign monarch (monarque), but an arbitrary one (despote): «he dreamt of his monarchic power, as if it had not been from God, and not for the benefit of his subjects, but accidentally fallen into his hands only for self-gratification, and therefore he let his despotism merge with arbitrary desire to provide all such establishments of the state, whichever his pusillanimity could devise to offend the people». 35 On ascending the throne, the empress as a "true monarch" is giving the pledge and promises to establish fundamental law and rule in full accordance with them: "… here We mist solemnly pledge in Our Imperial word to legislate such constitutionts of the state which would guide the government of Our beloved motherland to run its course in full force and within its adequate borders".
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The statement that Peter III "overthrew" autocratic power was meant to emphasize that Catherine is restoring monarchy to replace despotism which had potential fundamental laws. To be fair, she partly held her promise: the two Gramotas of 1785 fully matched the standard of fundamental laws as 18 th century understood it, as they safeguarded the rights of the estates. 46 On the other hand, Catherine did not want or dare to grant any political rights or guarantees, first of all, to the nobility, which annoyed the ideologues of the noble elites. Whether the already granted rights would be safeguarded was the most painful question, which the empress herself understood well. She was trying to find a solution for a most complicated political equation where the guarantees of her subjects' rights were not to weaken the authority of the monarch. 
